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CHAPTER  I 
INTRODUCTION 

A  limited  scope  performance  audit  of  the  Montana  Project  Work  Program 
(PWP)  was  requested  by  the  Joint  Interim  Subcommittee  on  Welfare  and 
approved  by  the  Legislative  Audit  Committee.  PWP  is  administered  by  the 
state's  Department  of  Labor  and  Industry. 

The  Joint  Interim  Subcommittee  on  Welfare  asked  the  Office  of  the 
Legislative  Auditor  to  assist  the  interim  committee  by  conducting  a  limited 
scope  performance  audit  of  PWP  addressing  five  questions: 

1.  What  is  the  job  placement  rate  of  Project  Work  participants? 

2.  What  is  the  percentage  of  welfare  recipients  who  are  retained  in 
employment  under  the  Project  Work  Program? 

3.  What  is  the  quality  of  job  placements  in  the  Project  Work 
Program?  (What  percent  of  job  placements  result  in  full-time 
employment?  Do  program  participants  receive  jobs  for  which  they 
were  trained?    What  is  the  average  wage  of  job  placements?) 

4.  Does  the  Project  Work  Program  reduce  the  General  Assistance 
caseload  or  increase  the  employment  rate  of  welfare  recipients? 

5.  How  do  overall  program  benefits  compare  with  actual  program  costs? 

Another  objective  of  the  performance  audit  was  to  determine  how  PWP  is 
operated  and  note  any  areas  of  concern  identified  during  our  audit  work. 

SCOPE  OF  AUDIT 

The  scope  of  the  audit  was  primarily  limited  to  providing  answers  to  the 
questions  posed  by  the  interim  committee.  We  did  not  specifically  audit  all 
management  controls  or  administrative  procedures.  We  also  did  not  specifically 
test  compliance  with  laws  and  departmental  policies  relating  to  PWP.  We  did, 
however,  note  a  number  of  issues  relative  to  departmental  policies/procedures. 
These  are  discussed  later  in  the  report. 

The  final  question  posed  by  the  Interim  Subcommittee  on  Welfare 
concerned  overall  program  benefits  in  comparison  to  actual  program  costs.  We 
believe,    due    to    many    intangible    factors,    a    complete    answer    to    a    cost/benefit 
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comparison     will     contain     subjective     determinations     by     whomever     does     the 
comparison. 

It  is  difficult  to  objectively  measure  program  benefits  due  to  intangible 
but  significant  factors  such  as: 

1.  the  value/benefit  of  participants'  self- worth  and  self  motivation 
resulting  either  from  PWP  participation  or  from  placement  in 
employment; 

2.  benefit  to  the  overall  tax  base  from  employment  of  former  GA  and 
PWP  recipients;  and, 

3.  difficulty  in  assessing  the  effect  of  the  state  business  climate  on 
PWP  employment  opportunities  for  GA  recipients. 

The  audit  covered  Project  Work  Program  activities  during  the  period 
October  1,  1986  through  September  30,  1987,  and  employment  durations  of  PWP 
placements  through  January  31,  1988.  The  audit  did  not  include  a  review  of 
the  financial  status  of  the  department. 


CHAPTER  II 

BACKGROUND 

This  chapter  provides  an  overview  of  the  Montana  Project  Work  Program 
(PWP)  and  describes  the  audit  procedures  used  to  obtain  report  information. 

PROJECT  WORK  HISTORY 

In  March  of  1986,  a  special  session  of  the  Legislature  enacted  legislation 
requiring  participation  of  all  able-bodied  General  Assistance  recipients  in  a 
structured  job  search,  training  and  work  program.  PWP  is  interrelated  with 
the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industry  job  training  programs  and  the 
Department  of  Social  and  Rehabilitation  Services  welfare  programs.  A  brief 
description  of  these  programs  is  provided. 

General  Assistance  Program 

General  Assistance  (GA)  is  provided  for  in  the  Montana  Constitution 
(Article  XII,  Section  3).  Persons  who  are  in  need  of  assistance  because  of 
infirmity,  misfortune,  or  indigence  must  be  provided  with  certain  assistance 
through  programs  of  general  relief.  The  program  is  administered  by  local 
county  welfare  boards  (state-supervised),  or  by  the  Department  of  Social  and 
Rehabilitation  Services  whenever  responsibility  for  local  welfare  programs  has 
been  assumed  by  the  state  (state-assumed).  General  Assistance  provides  basic 
necessities  for  minimum  subsistence  compatible  with  decency  and  health  and 
provides  financial  assistance  for  medical  services. 

For  a  county  electing  state  assumption,  12  mills  must  be  levied  annually 
to  cover  expenses  of  the  Department  of  Social  and  Rehabilitation  Services 
(SRS)  relative  to  public  assistance  programs.  In  state-supervised  counties,  GA 
is    funded    from    the    County    Poor    Fund.       If    a    person    qualifies    for    GA    in    a 


county    with    state-assumed    welfare    services,    the    grant    amount    will    not    exceed 
the  following: 


Monthly 

Family  Size 

Grant  Level 

1 

$  212 

2 

284 

3 

358 

4 

432 

5 

501 

6 

570 

7 

642 

8 

713 

9 

785 

10  (or  more) 

857 

In  a  state-supervised  (non-assumed)  county,  the  amounts  of  GA  for  basic 
necessities  is  determined  at  the  discretion  of  the  county  welfare  board.  GA 
benefit  amounts  vary  in  these  counties.  GA  expenditures  in  state-assumed 
counties  (excluding  state  medical)  for  fiscal  year  1985-86  were  $4,864,089  and 
$4,705,028  for  fiscal  year  1986-87. 

Workfare  Program 

In  1983  the  Legislature  authorized  a  work  requirement  for  state  and 
county  GA  recipients.  The  Workfare  Program  mandates  if  a  public  or  private 
non-profit  agency  has  work  available  which  a  recipient  of  GA  is  capable  of 
performing,  then  the  county  department  of  public  welfare  or  the  Department  of 
Social  and  Rehabilitation  Services  may  require  a  recipient  to  perform  work. 
The  recipient  works  at  minimum  wage  or  the  prevailing  rate  of  wages  paid  by 
the  agency  worked  for,  until  his/her  monthly  GA  benefit  is  earned. 

Some  GA  recipients  may  be  exempt  from  Workfare  due  to  infirmity  or 
having  a  residence  more  than  10  miles  from  a  worksite.  In  addition  to 
Workfare,  a  recipient  of  GA  must  register  monthly  for  employment  with  the 
Department  of  Labor  and  Industry  (Job  Service)  and  must  accept  available 
employment  within  his/her  capability. 


Project  Work  Program 

House  Bill  12,  enacted  by  the  March  1986  Special  Legislative  Session,  is 
an  act  requiring  able-bodied  recipients  of  GA  to  enroll  in  what  has  become 
known  as  the  Project  Work  Program.  The  intention  of  the  legislation  was  "to 
enable  able-bodied  recipients  of  GA,  in  counties  with  state-assumed  welfare 
services,  to  obtain  permanent  employment  at  a  livable  wage  with  at  least 
minimum  health  benefits."    The  program  went  into  effect  July  I,  1986. 

The  legislation  made  the  Department  of  Social  and  Rehabilitation  Services 
responsible  for  instituting  the  entire  program.  SRS  was  given  the  option  of 
contracting  with  any  agency  for  the  job  search  and  training  services,  and 
with  any  public  or  private  non-profit  agency  for  Workfare.  The  same 
exemptions  for  Workfare  apply  to  Project  Work.  SRS  contracted  with  the 
Department  of  Labor  and  Industry  (Employment  Policy  Division)  to  administer 
Project  Work  and  Workfare  on  a  trial  basis.  The  1987  Legislature  approved 
the  program  for  the  1989  biennium  with  the  funding  being  appropriated  directly 
to  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industry. 

Subsequent  to  the  implementation  of  Project  Work,  the  Federal  Food  and 
Nutrition  Service  requi-^ed  each  state  to  operate  an  employment  and  training 
program  for  Food  Stamp  recipients.  SRS  included  the  PWP  in  Montana's 
Employment  and  Training  Plan.  Federal  reimbursement  can  be  obtained  for 
approximately  50  percent  of  PWP  expenditures,  resulting  in  a  reversion  to  the 
General  Fund  for  fiscal  year  1986-87  of  $543,374  and  estimated  at  $650,000  for 
fiscal  year  1987-88 

The  following  chart  outlines  PWP  funding  and  expenditures  for  fiscal 
years  1986-87  and  1987-88. 


PWP  BUDGETED  AND  ACTUAL  EXPENDITURES -UNAUDITED 

Fiscal  Year      Budgeted  Actual 

1986-87        $1,014,688  $   760,234  (General  Fund) 

543.374  (Federal) 
$1,303,608 

1987-88        $1,427,722  $   628,587* 

*  Expenditures  as  of  12/31/87 -federal  fund  portion  not  yet 
established 

Source:    Compiled  by  the  Office  of  the  Legislative  Auditor  from 
Dept. of  Social  and  Rehabilitation  Services  and  Dept. 
of  Labor  and  Industry  records. 

Illustration  1 

COUNTY  PWP  ORGANIZATION 

In  April  of  1986  task  forces  were  established  in  each  of  the  12  state- 
assumed  counties.  Each  task  force  designed  a  delivery  system  which  reflected 
the  unique  employment  and  training  needs  and  resources  in  the  county.  Task 
forces  are  responsible  for  PWP  administration  at  the  county  level.  County 
PWP  budgets  were  funded  by  SRS  at  the  levels  requested  by  the  task  forces. 
The  Job  Training  Partnership  Act  (JTPA)  Job  Training  Coordinating  Council 
was  requested  to  assess  the  impact  of  Project  Work  and  to  provide  overall 
policy  guidance  and  review.  Each  task  force  recommended  appropriate  local 
agencies  (program  operators)  to  provide  training,  Workfare  and  coordination. 

PWP  has  been  set  up  in  three  phases  to  reflect  the  intent  of  the  original 
legislation.    Each  county  has  programs  which  consist  of  the  following  elements: 

Phase  1:  Assessment  and  Emplovabilitv  Planning 

assessment  and  testing  of  employability 

development  of  an  employability  plan   which   reviews  job   history, 

future    employment    goals    and    objectives,    and    needed    job   search 

skills 

Phase  2:    Job  Readiness/Job  Search 

remedial  education  or  job  search  skills  training  (if  needed) 
a   job    readiness   and   job   search    program,    including   a   supervised 
effort    to    find    employment    (participant's    enrollment    in    phase    2 
must  be  at  least  80  hours) 


Phase  3:    Extended  Job  Search 

at  least  eight  hours  a  week  in  a  supervised  effort  to  find 
employment  and  the  remaining  32  hours  in  activities  prescribed 
by  the  employability  plan--typically  Workfare,  job-seeking 
activities,  remedial  education,  or  a  combination  thereof. 
(Phase  3  is  six  months  in  length.) 

If  an  individual  completes  all  three  phases  of  PWP  without  becoming 
employed,  he/she  is  referred  back  to  the  Workfare  program  and  there  is  no 
further  PWP  obligation. 

GA  recipients  who,  without  good  cause,  refuse  to  participate  in  PWP 
programs  are  subject  to  loss  of  one-fourth  of  their  next  monthly  GA  benefit 
amount  for  each  refusal.  These  recipients  may  also  lose  one-fourth  of  their 
GA  benefit  for:  failure  to  register  for  employment  with  the  Job  Service; 
refusing  to  accept  employment;  or  voluntarily  terminating  employment.  The 
PWP  program  operators  report  refusals  to  the  county  welfare  office.  The 
welfare  personnel  make  the  final  decision  concerning  any  benefit  reductions, 
which  are  commonly  called  sanctions. 

The  following  illustrations  respectively  show  a  flowchart  of  the  PWP 
process,  and  a  map  denoting  state-assumed  counties. 

FLOWCHART  OF  PWP  PROCESS 
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Source:  Department  of  Labor  and  Industry  records 
Illustration  2 


PROJECT  WORK  PROGRAM  COUNTIES 


MONTANA 


ADMINISTERED  OXWnES 


Source:      Department   of   Labor   and   Industry   records 
Illustration   3 


AUDIT  METHODOLOGY 

We  selected  an  audit  period  in  which  PWP  was  fully  operational  for  at 
least  a  year  beyond  program  initiation.  As  a  result,  we  used  October  1,  1986 
to  September  30,  1987  as  the  period  for  review. 

We  reviewed  all  participant  reports  submitted  to  the  Department  of 
Labor  and  Industry  by  the  program  operators  which  designated  participants  as 
being  placed  in  employment  during  their  enrollment.  Our  review  determined 
774  placement  claims  had  been  submitted  during  the  designated  audit  period. 
From  the  placement  reports,  we  documented  selected  data  including  employment 
date,  employer,  hourly  wage,  hours  worked,  anticipated  job  duration  and  job 
benefits. 

Sampling  Methodology 

Due  to  the  number  of  placement  claims,  a  random  statistical  sampling  of 
the  placement  claims  was  used  to  verify  placement  report  data.  Our  sample 
size     was     determined     based     on     the     percentage     of     placements     in     each     job 
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duration  category.  We  selected  a  sample  size  of  300  participants.  The  sample 
size  enables  us  to  statistically  project  results  to  the  entire  774  placements 
with  a  maximum  error  rate  of  four  percent. 

Employer  Calls 

To  follow  up  on  placement  information  submitted  by  the  PWP  program 
operators  and  compiled  by  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industry,  we 
telephoned      employers      listed      on      the     participant      placement      reports.  Our 

purpose  was  to  determine  if  information  on  the  placement  report  concerning 
employment  and  wages  was  accurate  and  to  identify  whether  the  participant 
was  still  employed.  Results  of  the  employer  calls  also  provided  basic  data  on 
participant  placement  rates  and  quality  of  job  placements. 

County  Visits 

The  PWP  was  set  up  in  state-assumed  counties  based  on  direction  from 
county     task      forces.  We      visited      the      twelve     state-assumed     counties     to 

understand  the  operation  of  their  PWPs.  We  interviewed  welfare  directors, 
PWP  program  operators,  task  force  members,  and  Workfare  program  operators 
to  identify  program  operations  and  review  participant  files.  We  also  followed 
up  on  concerns  identified  during  our  employer  calls. 

Unemployment  Insurance  Records 

To  track  employers  and  former  PWP  participants  who  we  could  not  locate 
or  verify  by  employer  calls,  we  used  records  maintained  by  the  Unemployment 
Insurance  Division  of  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industry.  The  records 
provided  us  with  general  information  on  former  PWP  participants'  employment 
and  wages. 


CHAPTER  III 

PLACEMENT  OF  PWP  PARTICIPANTS 

In  order  to  evaluate  the  success  of  the  Project  Work  Program  and  to 
effectively  answer  questions  posed  by  the  Interim  Subcommittee  on  Welfare, 
we  developed  an  initial  placement  rate,  determined  duration  of  job  placements, 
and  reviewed  job  quality  for  placed  participants.  Our  findings  indicate  PWP 
has  a  34  percent  placement  rate  with  an  average  wage  of  $4.33  per  hour.  The 
most  frequent  duration  of  employment  upon  termination  from  PWP  is  4  to  90 
days.  More  specific  information  on  the  placements  is  detailed  in  this  chapter 
and  the  appendices. 

PLACEMENT  RATE 

To  determine  the  effectiveness  of  the  Project  Work  Program,  we 
calculated  an  overall  placement  rate  for  participants  who  were  designated  by 
PWP  program  operators  as  becoming  employed  for  any  period  of  time  during 
their  enrollment  in  PWP.  Calculation  of  participant  placement  rate  was 
determined  by  using  the  department's  methodology.  The  placement  rate  was 
computed  by  dividing  the  number  of  reported  placements,  774,  by  the  total 
program  terminations,  2,273.  (Termination  figures  represent  participants  who 
have  either  completed  all  three  phases,  left  the  program  for  employment,  or 
discontinued  the  program.)  This  calculation  resulted  in  a  placement  rate  of  34 
percent. 

JOB  DURATION 

We     reviewed     job     duration     for     the     PWP     placements  from     10/1/86     to 

1/31/88.       This    resulted    in    three    distinct    subgroups    of    PWP  placements.       The 

groups    include    those    still    working,    no    longer   employed,    and  unable    to   contact. 
Our  duration  findings  noted: 

seventeen    (17)    percent    of    the    placements    were    still    working    as    of 
1/31/88; 

fifty-two  (52)  percent  were  no  longer  employed;  and, 

thirty-one  (31)  percent  could  not  be  initially  contacted. 
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For  the  17  percent  still  working  and  the  52  percent  no  longer  working, 
the  duration  worked  was  determined  based  on  dates  recorded  on  the  placement 
reports  and  employer  input.  These  calculations  were  used  to  estimate  job 
durations  for  the  entire  placement  population.  We  estimate  402  are  no  longer 
employed  and  132  are  still  working.    The  following  illustrates  our  estimates: 

PERCENTAGE  ESTIMATES  OF  JOB  DURATION 


(10/1/86  to 

1/31/88) 

(402) 

(132) 

Period  of  Time 

No  longer 

Still 

worked  during  per 

iod 

emploved 

working 

151+  days 

14% 

88% 

91-150  days 

13% 

12% 

31-90  days 

29% 

-- 

4-30  days 

32% 

-- 

1-3    days 

12% 

— 

Source:    Compiled  by  the  Office  of  Legislative  Auditor 
Illustration  4 

Approximately  21  percent  of  the  placements  were  still  receiving  partial 
GA  benefits  while  working. 

JOB  QUALITY 

Part  of  the  intent  of  PWP  was  to  enable  participants  to  obtain  a  livable 
wage  with  minimum  health  benefits.  As  a  result,  we  attempted  to  determine 
if  this  intent  was  being  met  through  PWP  placements.  We  found  the  average 
wage  for  those  participants  who  were  still  working  was  $4.62  per  hour.  This 
was  somewhat  higher  than  initial  average  wage  at  placement,  which  was  $4.33 
per  hour.  We  also  noted  21.8  percent  of  the  verified  placements  were  placed 
in  employment  which  offered  health  benefits.  For  the  verified  placements, 
55  percent  were  designated  by  the  employers  as  full-time  employees  and 
45  percent    were    part-time.  The    duration    worked    varied    for    the    full-time 

placements.     We   used   the  Department  of  Labor  and   Industry  definition  of  30  or 
more    hours    a    week    as    the    full-time    designation.       The    five    most    common    job 
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types    were:      laborer,    maid,    cook,    salesperson,    and    health    aide.      For   additional 
information  on  type  of  jobs  obtained  by  participants,  refer  to  Appendix  A. 

ADDITIONAL  VERIFICATION 

After  our  employer  phone  calls  were  completed,  there  were  90  employers 
who  we  were  unable  to  reach  or  who  could  not  confirm  employment  of  a  PWP 
participant  based  on  the  information  on  the  placement  reports.  This  resulted 
from  various  circumstances:  business  closures,  new  ownership  of  businesses, 
changes  in  participant  information  (name  changes,  etc.),  and  lack  of  existing 
business  phone  (especially  for  self-employed  participants). 

In  an  attempt  to  reduce  the  number  of  employers  and  participants  we 
could  not  contact,  we  requested  Unemployment  Insurance  (UI)  records  for 
those  participants  to  determine  if  they  received  wages.  We  also  contacted 
business  license  bureaus  in  each  applicable  city  to  determine  if  employers  had 
been  or  were  still  licensed  and  whether  any  new  phone  listings  existed. 
Finally,  we  attempted  to  contact  participants  whenever  a  phone  number  was 
available. 

We  received  input  from  five  employers  who  stated  the  participant  had  not 
worked  there.  Our  review  indicated  this  may  have  occurred  because  some 
program  operators  do  not  have  methods  for  verifying  participant  claims  of 
employment.  For  example,  once  a  participant  was  hired  he/she  may  never 
show  up  for  work  or  the  participant  could  give  the  incorrect  business  name 
to  the  program  operator.  As  a  result,  we  were  unable  to  verify  placement 
information  for  these  participants. 

We  were  able  to  verify  the  recorded  employment  for  an  additional  14 
participants.  These  were  not  included  in  our  duration  and  wage  percentages 
because  complete  employment  information  was  not  available.  We  were  unable 
to  verify  the  remaining  71  placement  claims.  This  may  have  occurred  due  to 
limitations  of  the  UI  records,  which  do  not  contain  data  on  out-of-state 
placements,  agricultural  placements,  or  self-employments. 
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CHAPTER  IV 
EFFECT  OF  PROJECT  WORK  ON  GENERAL  ASSISTANCE 

FWP  was  set  up  to  assist  able-bodied  GA  recipients  in  obtaining 
permanent  employment.  In  addition,  the  interim  committee  asked  if  PWP 
reduces  GA  caseload. 

This  section  discusses  information  obtained  from  our  review  of  PWP 
participant  enrollment  in  GA.  Of  the  774  PWP  placements,  we  estimate 
62.5  percent  stayed  off  GA  during  our  audit  period.  We  compared  this 
statistic  with  non-placement  GA  groups  and  found  little  difference  between 
groups.  PWP  placement  did  not  reduce  the  GA  caseload  significantly  as 
compared  to  other  GA  groups. 

REVIEW  METHODOLOGY 

In  an  attempt  to  measure  the  success  of  the  PWP  in  reducing  GA 
caseload  or  increasing  employment  of  GA  recipients,  we  tracked  PWP 
placements'  movement  from  GA  participation  to  non-participation.  We  also 
compared  this  movement  against  two  other  GA  groups. 

Group  A  consisted  of  a  random  statistical  sample  of  GA  recipients  who 
either  were  not  designated  as  being  placed  in  employment  as  result  of  PWP 
enrollment  or  were  not  in  PWP.  This  group  received  GA  benefits  during  the 
same  designated  audit  period  as  our  PWP  sample. 

Group  B  was  a  statistical  random  sample  of  GA  recipients  from  fiscal  year 
1985-86;  the  year  prior  to  inception  of  the  PWP.  This  additional  group  was 
used  to  measure  GA  participant  withdrawal  from  GA  prior  to  PWP  inception. 

For  all  three  groups  (PWP  participants,  and  groups  A  and  B),  we  reviewed 
the  length  of  time  they  were  on  GA  and  the  individuals'  employment  as 
reflected  in  the  Unemployment  Insurance  Division's  wage  records. 

GA  ENROLLMENT  PATTERNS 

For  all  three  groups,  we  reviewed  GA  payments  made  to  recipients  during 
the    course    of   a    year    to   determine    withdrawal    from,   and    re-enrollment    in   GA. 
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We    then   compared    withdrawal   and   re-enrollment    rates    for   each    group.      Several 
trends  are  illustrated  by  these  comparisons: 

1.  The  rate  of  withdrawal  from  GA  for  PWP  placements  is  not 
significantly  different  from  the  other  GA  groups.  This  indicates 
PWP  placements  are  getting  off  GA  at  the  same  rate  as  non- 
placements  (Chart  #1); 

2.  The  percentage  of  PWP  placements  who  stayed  on  GA  for  the  entire 
audit  period  is  lower  than  the  other  two  groups  (Chart  #2);  and 

3.  PWP  placements  tend  to  re-enroll  in  GA  more  than  the  other  groups 
(Chart  #3). 

The  following  graphs  illustrate  our  results. 
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GA  RECIPIENT  COMPARISONS 


WENT  OFF  AND  STAYED  OFF  0/ 


STAYED  ON   GA 


PWP  Plocemenl  Croup 


OFF  AND  ON  GA 


16.2% 


8.4% 


PWP  Occffil  Group  Croup  A  Coup 


Source:   Compiled  by  the  Office  of  the  Legislative  Auditor 
Illustration  5 


In  addition,  there  was  no  significant  difference  in  the  amount  of  time 
the  three  groups  were  off  of  General  Assistance  and  stayed  off  until  the  end 
of  the  audit  period.  PWP  placements  were  off  GA  an  average  of  5.3  months, 
compared  to  an  average  of  6.1  months  for  group  A,  and  5.6  months  for 
group  B. 
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GA  PARTICIPANT  EMPLOYMENT 

We  also  reviewed  wage  records  at  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industry 
Unemployment  Insurance  (UI)  Division,  for  the  group  members  who  withdrew 
from  GA  in  each  group,  to  determine  if  they  withdrew  because  of  employment. 

There  are  several  types  of  employment  which  are  not  recorded  on  UI 
records,  including:  self-employment;  agricultural  employment;  out-of-state 
employment;  or  employment  with  an  employer  who  has  a  total  payroll  of  less 
than  $1,000  per  year.  Consequently,  we  were  only  able  to  track  employment 
for  those  participants  who  were  employed  by  businesses  who  have  paid  UI 
taxes. 

Based  upon  our  combined  review  of  UI  and  GA  records,  we  placed  group 
members  into  the  following  categories  for  comparison: 

PARTICIPANT  EMPLOYMENT 

PWP  GROUP   GROUP  A   GROUP  B 

1)  No  longer  on  GA  and  no 
further  employment  record 

2)  Off  GA  due  to  employment 
Off  &  Stayed  Off  (1  +  2) 
Never  off  GA  or  came  back  on  GA 
Source:  Compiled  by  Office  of  Legislative  Auditor 

Illustration  6 

In    comparison    to    the    other    GA    groups,        PWP    does  not    significantly 

increase    the    percentage    of    GA    clients    who    withdraw    from  GA.        However, 

clients    served    by    PWP    have    a    tendency    to    obtain    recorded  employment    at    a 
higher  rate  than  those  not  served  or  not  placed  by  the  program. 


33.9% 

45.2% 

37.5% 

28.6% 

20.1% 

21.1% 

62.5% 

65.3% 

58.6% 

37.5% 

34.7% 

41.4% 

16 


CHAPTER  V 
OTHER  ISSUES 

The  purpose  of  this  chapter  is  to  discuss  issues  that  either  were 
discovered  during  the  course  of  our  audit  work  or  were  brought  to  our 
attention  by  individuals  involved  in  some  aspect  of  the  administration  of  the 
PWP. 

PWP  PROCEDURE  INCONSISTENCIES 

Based  on  interviews  and  review  of  county  PWP  operations,  we  noted 
several  areas  of  inconsistency  in  PWP  procedures.  The  areas  of  inconsistency 
include: 

1.  Placement  verification  procedures  -  Program  operators  have  different 
procedures  for  determining  and  documenting  placement  details  when 
a  participant  obtains  employment.  The  procedures  range  from 
documenting  discussions  with  the  employer  on  job  type  and  benefits, 
to  the  program  operator  relying  on  "word  of  mouth"  information 
from  participant  acquaintances.  In  addition,  program  operator 
procedures  for  classifying  the  length  of  employment  vary  from  the 
program  operator  waiting  up  to  30  days  before  designating  a  job 
duration,  to  program  operators  who  automatically  designate  nearly  all 
jobs  as  permanent.  Program  operators  are  not  submitting  comparable 
data.  As  a  result.  Employment  Policy  Division  employment  statistics 
do  not  reflect  accurate  PWP  employment  information. 

2.  Re-enrollments  and  double  placements  -  During  our  review  and 
follow-up  of  placement  report  information,  we  noted  program 
operators  have  re-enrolled  and  subsequently  placed  participants 
several  times  in  short-term  jobs.  In  addition,  participants  have  been 
placed  with  the  same  employer  more  than  once  during  our  designated 
audit  period  due  to  seasonal  and/or  short-term  jobs.  As  a  result, 
the  PWP  employment  statistics  do  not  reflect  the  true  outcome  of 
PWP  participation.  Although  the  statutes  concerning  PWP,  (section 
53-3-303,  MCA),  require  participants  to  accept  jobs  within  their 
capabilities,  it  may  be  necessary  to  change  the  procedures  which 
indicate  separate,  individual  placements  for  re-enrollment  and  double 
placements  due  to  short-term  jobs. 

3.  Absence  verifications  -  Depending  on  the  program  operator  and 
length  of  participant  absence,  a  participant  may  or  may  not  be 
required  to  submit  proof  of  legitimate  reason  for  absence  from  the 
PWP  to  avoid  benefit  reductions.  Some  program  operators  require 
written  third  party  proof  for  claims  of  legitimate  absence  of  one  or 
more     days,     while     others     do     not     require     any     type    of    proof    for 
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absence  of  two  or  less  days.  As  a  result,  the  program  operators 
have  different  procedures  for  determining  when  a  benefit  reduction 
recommendation  should  be  forwarded  to  SRS. 

4.  Phase  1  and  2  variation  -  There  is  a  wide  range  of  variation  in  the 
testing  and  assessment  of  PWP  participants  in  phase  1  versus  phase 
2.  We  found  duplication  of  testing  and  assessment  between  phases 
in  one  county  and  substantial  differences  in  lengths  of  phases  in 
other  counties.  For  example,  phase  1  only  lasts  1  to  1  1/2  hours  in 
one  county  because  all  they  do  is  enroll  the  participant.  In 
contrast,  another  county  has  a  phase  I  which  lasts  a  week.  Similar 
variations  occur  in  phase  2  where  one  county  has  a  two  week 
program  and  another  county  has  a  four  week  phase  2.  The  varying 
length  of  phases  has  occurred  due  to:  1)  lack  of  defined  length  in 
policies  or  rules;  2)  variety  in  local  task  force  direction;  and,  3) 
lack  of  reliance  on  other  program  operators. 

5.  Phase  re-enrollment  requirements  -  Program  operators  have  varied 
procedures  for  determining  what  phase  a  former  participant  should 
be  re-enrolled  in  when  they  quit  the  program  or  are  placed  for  only 
a  short  term.  The  administrative  rules  governing  the  PWP  require 
a  participant  to  reenter  the  program  at  the  beginning  of  the  first 
unfinished  phase.  Employment  Policy  Division  policy  is  to  require 
clients  to  re-start  phase  3  after  30  days  absence.  Individual 
program  operators'  policy  ranges  from  compliance  with  division 
policy  to  requiring  the  participant  to  re-enter  at  the  point  of 
departure  for  up  to  six  months  later.  Other  counties  simply  enroll 
the  participant  in  phase  3  (if  phase  2  has  been  completed)  regardless 
of  how  long  the  participant  has  been  off  the  program.  There  is 
inconsistency  between  the  administrative  rules,  division  policy,  and 
program  operators'  re-enrollment  policies. 

Based  on  interviews,  inconsistencies  appear  to  be  due  to  the  issue  of  who 
should  control  program  operations:  the  counties  or  the  Employment  Policy 
Division  and  the  Job  Training  Coordinating  Council.  The  program  operators 
stated  they  like  the  flexibility  of  making  decisions  about  absences  and  re- 
enrollments  but  also  want  additional  guidance  from  the  division  on  how  the 
program  should  be  operated.  Although  the  division  sends  out  policy  letters 
when  an  issue  arises,  we  noted  an  instance  relating  to  supportive  services 
which  was  confusing  or  inconsistent  with  prior  policy  information. 


ONE-TIME  GA  PAYMENTS 

County  welfare  directors  are  concerned  about  the  ability  of  GA  recipients 
to  obtain  their  first  GA  benefit  check  without  being  required  to  perform  any 
Workfare   or   PWP   requirements.      Currently,  a   person   may  enroll   in   GA,   receive 
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the  first  month's  benefits,  and  not  participate  in  the  required  programs. 
Benefits  are  only  reduced  or  denied  for  the  month  following  a  refusal  or 
violation  of  GA  requirements.  Concern  with  this  procedure  was  mostly 
expressed  by  county  welfare  directors  in  counties  which  have  large  numbers 
of  transient  people  who  are  getting  initial  GA  benefits  and  moving  on. 

GA  BENEFIT  REDUCTIONS 

Several  county  welfare  directors  noted  an  inconsistency  with  how  GA  and 
Food  Stamp  recipients  (usually  one  in  the  same)  are  penalized  for  refusing  or 
voluntarily  quitting  a  job.  Under  GA  the  participant  may  be  penalized  one- 
fourth  of  their  monthly  benefit,  according  to  section  53-3-305,  MCA.  Under 
Food  Stamp  requirements,  a  participant  may  lose  up  to  two  months  of  Food 
Stamps  for  not  accepting  a  job  and  up  to  three  months  of  Food  Stamps  for 
quitting  a  job. 

The  county  directors  indicated  the  one-fourth  GA  benefit  reduction 
penalty  may  not  be  harsh  enough  to  deter  participants  from  refusing  or 
terminating  employment;  especially,  when  comparing  it  to  the  Food  Stamp 
deterrent.  Other  county  directors  question  whether  the  one-fourth  penalty  is 
harsh  enough  regardless  of  the  reason  for  a  penalty  being  imposed. 

GA  SAVINGS  DUE  TO  PWP  SANCTIONS 

General  Assistance  clients  are  required  to  participate  in  PWP  if  they  arc 
able-bodied.  If  they  do  not  participate,  they  are  penalized  one-fourth  of 
their  benefit  amount  for  each  refusal  to  participate.  SRS  compiles  monthly 
reports  summarizing  the  savings  to  GA  for  the  PWP  sanctions. 

During  our  review,  we  found  these  savings  reports  are  not  a  reliable 
indication  of  savings  to  the  state  for  several  reasons. 

I.  In  computing  the  savings,  an  assumption  was  made  by  the 
Department  of  Social  and  Rehabilitation  Services  that  clients 
penalized  for  a  total  monthly  benefit  would  not  come  back  on  GA 
for  two  months.  Using  this  assumption,  department  staff  determine 
total  savings  by  multiplying  the  monthly  savings  by  two.  We  found 
this  assumption  is  not  always  valid  because  a  client  may  re-enroll  in 
GA  the  next  month.  Consequently,  the  client  is  only  penalized  for 
one  month  and  generates  savings  only  for  that  month. 
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2.  PWP  sanction  reports  include  sanctions  for  Workfare.  Sanctions  for 
Workfare  comprise  at  least  30  percent  of  the  monthly  reductions. 
Workfare  existed  before  PWP  started,  and  therefore  sanctions  for 
Workfare  do  not  constitute  added  savings  to  the  state  from  Project 
Work. 

3.  GA  clients  frequently  appeal  their  sanctions,  and  50  percent  of  those 
appeals  are  decided  in  favor  of  the  client.  These  decisions  may  also 
significantly  affect  the  savings  projections.  Once  a  client  appeals 
for  a  fair  hearing,  the  GA  benefits  may  be  reinstated  until  such 
time  as  a  decision  is  made. 

4.  One  small  county  did  not  submit  a  sanction  report  on  a  monthly 
basis,  so  the  SRS  report  is  not  complete. 

The     above     four  issues     significantly     affect     the     projected     GA     savings 

generated    from    PWP.  As    a    result,    we    believe    SRS    projections    of    GA    cost 

reductions    of   $321,118  for    the    period    October    1,    1986    through    June    30,    1987 
are  overstated. 


PWP  FUNDING 

Our  discussions  with  program  operators  revealed  concerns  with  the 
funding  allocation  mechanism  used  by  the  Employment  Policy  Division  and  the 
Job  Training  Coordinating  Council.  The  issue  is  program  operator  claims  of 
disproportionate  funding  given  to  the  different  counties  as  reflected  by 
unequal  ratios  of  funding  to  participant  caseload.  Our  review  confirmed 
significant  variations  in  funding  allocated  to  counties  versus  the  number  of 
county  PWP  enrollments. 

At  the  onset  of  the  PWP,  state-assumed  counties  were  to  develop 
proposals  and  request  funding  for  whatever  type  of  program  they  wanted.  For 
the  first  year  (fiscal  year  1986-87),  SRS  and  the  Employment  Policy  Division 
accepted  whatever  proposal  the  individual  county  submitted  and  provided 
whatever  funding  they  requested.  During  the  second  year  (fiscal  year  1987- 
88),  the  counties  were  again  essentially  funded  based  on  what  they  had 
requested  the  previous  year  with  only  minor  changes  to  this  funding  allocation. 
As  a  result,  counties  were  not  able  to  expand  or  improve  their  program, 
despite  the  quality  of  their  program  or  current  caseload.  The  Employment 
Policy    Division    officials    have    indicated    they    are    not    planning    to    change    the 
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current    funding    allocation    mechanism    unless    there    is    a    change     in    legislative 
direction  concerning  the  PWP. 

PWP  PARTICIPANT  FOLLOW-UP 

During  our  attempt  to  answer  the  questions  posed  by  the  interim 
committee,  we  noted  the  Employment  Policy  Division  does  not  have  a  system 
for  following  up  on  participants  who  were  enrolled  and  subsequently  placed  in 
employment  from  the  Project  Work  Program.  Although  division  personnel 
collect  placement  information,  they  do  not  collect  information  concerning  the 
success  of  the  initial  placement  claims  relative  to  continued  employment  or 
renewed  GA  enrollment. 

Since  the  intent  of  the  PWP  legislation  is  to  enable  GA  recipients  to 
obtain  permanent  employment,  we  believe  a  follow-up  system  would  provide 
useful  information  concerning  overall  program  success. 
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CHAPTER  VI 

CONCLUSION 

The  Joint  Interim  Subcommittee  requested  a  performance  audit  to  address 
five  questions  concerning  the  Project  Work  Program.  The  following  is  a  brief 
question/answer  synopsis  of  our  findings. 

Job  placement  rate  of  Project  Work  participants? 

Of  the  2,273  participants  who  were  terminated  from  PWP  participation 
during  our  audit  period,  the  program  operators  claimed  774  placements  to 
employment.    This  resulted  in  an  initial  job  placement  rate  of  34  percent. 

Percentage  of  welfare  recipients  retained  in  employment  under  PWP? 
As  noted  in  our  chart  on  page  II,  length  of  initial  employment  after 
participation  in  the  PWP  varies.  Of  the  774  placements,  we  estimate 
17  percent  are  still  working  at  the  initial  placement  location  and  have 
been  working  at  least  five  months.  We  estimated  14  percent  worked 
longer  than  five  months  and  are  no  longer  working  and  86  percent 
worked  less  than  five  months  and  are  no  longer  working.  We  were 
unable  to  verify  the  duration  of  employment  for  the  remaining  31  percent 
of  our  sample. 

Quality  of  job  placements  in  the  PWP? 

(The  interim  committee  specifically  wanted  to  know  about  full-time/part- 
time  employment,  whether  the  participants  received  jobs  for  which  they 
were  trained,  and  the  average  wage  of  job  placements.)  For  the 
placements  we  were  able  to  verify,  55  percent  were  designated  by 
employers  as  full-time  employees  and  45  percent  as  part-time  employees. 
The  most  common  duration  of  employment  upon  placement  was  4-90  days. 
We  did  not  determine  whether  the  participants  receive  jobs  they  are 
trained  for  because  the  PWP  is  not  a  job  training  program,  but,  rather  a 
job  search  training  program.  Therefore,  no  specific  job  training  is 
performed.  The  initial  average  wage  at  placement  was  $4.33  per  hour  and 
for  those  participants  still  working,  the  average  wage  is  $4.62  per  hour. 
Approximately  22  percent  of  the  verified  placements  were  placed  in 
employment  which  offered  health  benefits.  The  most  common  job  types 
were:    laborer,  maid,  cook,  salesperson,  and  health  aide. 

Does  the  PWP  reduce  the  GA  caseload  or  increase  the  employment  rate  of 
welfare  recipients? 

In  comparison  to  two  other  GA  groups,  PWP  does  not  increase  the 
percentage  of  GA  clients  who  withdraw  from  GA.  However,  a  larger 
percentage  of  the  clients  who  are  served  by  the  PWP  obtain  recorded 
employment  than  those  not  served  or  not  placed  by  the  program. 

How  do  program  benefits  compare  with  program  results? 

As     noted     earlier,     the     legislative     intent     of     PWP     is     to     "enable     GA 

recipients   to  obtain   permanent  employment   at  a   livable    wage   with   at   least 
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minimum  health  benefits."  Our  audit  work  revealed  PWP  may  not  be 
meeting  legislative  intent  if  measured  by  number  of  participants  placed  in 
permanent  jobs  with  minimum  health  benefits.  PWP  did  not  significantly 
reduce  GA  caseload  as  compared  to  the  other  groups.  Therefore,  PWP 
does  not  result  in  GA  cost  savings  when  compared  to  costs  of 
administering  the  program  (program  costs  $1,303,608  for  fiscal  year  1986- 
87  and  $628,587  as  of  E)ecember  31,  1987  of  this  fiscal  year).  It  is 
difficult  to  objectively  measure  claimed  program  benefits  such  as: 
participants'  self-worth  and  self-motivation  resulting  either  from  PWP 
participation  or  from  placement  in  any  type  or  duration  of  employment. 
As  a  result,  a  decision  on  program  benefits  versus  costs  is  dependent  on 
the  reader's  perspective  of  the  value  of  factors  such  as  the  ones  noted 
above. 
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APPENDICES 


APPENDIX  A 

Job  Types  of  PWP  Participants 


APPENDIX  A 

JOB  TYPES  OF  PWP  PLACEMENTS 

Number  of  Occurrences  in  Sample 


Laborer 

Housekeeper/Ma id/Janitor 

Cook/Baker 

Sales 

Health  Aide/Orderly 

Maintenance 

Clerk/Receptionist 

Ranchhand 

Construction/Carpenter 

Firefighter 

Waitress/Waiter 

Mechanic/Body  Shop 

Logger/Sawyer 

Dishwasher 

Daycare/Babysitting 

Machine/Equipment  Operator 

Tree  Planter/Thinner 

Self -Employed 

Technician/Training  Asst. 

Driver/Truck  Driver 

Managerial  Position 

Painter 

Fast  Food  Crew 

Mail room/Delivery 

Tire  Service/Service  Station 

Bartender 

Security  Officer/Guard 

Teacher/Teacher  Aide 

Bell-Ringer 

Poker/Card  Dealer 

Cable  Installer 


89 

Counselor 

3 

86 

Meat  Cutter/Wrapper 

3 

61 

Sawmill  Worker 

3 

46 

Carnival  Worker 

2 

36 

Computer  Programmer 

2 

35 

Electronics 

2 

32 

Miner 

2 

31 

N/A  (no  occupation  listed) 

2 

25 

National  Guard 

2 

25 

Paper  Carrier 

2 

25 

Picture  Frame r/Bookbinder 

2 

24 

Pool  Irrigator 

2 

21 

Surveyor's  Helper 

2 

19 

Big  Game  Guide 

17 

Boxboy/Shelver 

17 

Cabinet  Maker 

16 

Corrections  Officer 

15 

Dairyworker 

15 

Electrician 

13 

Innkeeper 

13 

Kennel  Attendant 

12 

Lot  Boy 

9 

Neon  Sign  Servicer 

9 

Operator 

8 

Picketer 

6 

Potato  Sorter 

6 

Radio  Announcer 

5 

Roustabout 

4 

Social  Worker 

4 

Tattoo  Artist 

3 

Warehouseman 
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APPENDIX  B 

Letter  from  Interim  Subcommittee 


Joint  Interim  Subcommittee  on  Welfare 


ROOM  138 

STATE  CAPITOL 


50th  Montana  Leg^islature 


SENATE  MEMBERS 
GARY  C    AKLESTAD 

CHAIRMAN 
RICHARD  E    "CHCK"  MANNING 
HARRY  H    •■DOC"  MCLANE 
WILLIAM  J   (BILL)  NORMAN 


HOUSE  MEMBERS 
TOM  BULGER 

VICE  CHAIRMAN 
DC^ROTHY  BRADLEY 
R   BULX3  GOULD 
LARRY  MENKE 

December  3,  1987 


Scott  A.  Seacat 

Legislative  Auditor 

Office  of  the  Legislative  Auditor 

Room  135,  State  Capitol 

Helena,  MT   59620 

RE:   Request  for  a  Legislative  Audit  of 
the  Project  Work  Program 


HELENA  59620 
(406)  444-3064 

LEGISLATIVE  COUNCIL  STAFF 
ROBERT  B   PERSON. 

E5(ECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 
DAVID  O   BOHYEH.  DIRECTOR 

RESEARCH  AND 

REFERENCE  DIVISION 
GREGORY  J   PETESCH.  DIRECTOR 

LEGAL  SERVICLS  DIVISION 
FOR  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE 
TOM  GOMEZ 

RESEARCHER 
M   VALENCIA  LANE 
MARY  KELLY  MCCUE 

ATTORNEYS 


Dear  Mr.  Seacat: 

The  Joint  Interim  Subcommittee  on  Welfare  requests  the 
assistance  of  your  office  in  completing  an  evaluation  of 
the  Project  Work  Program,  which  the  Subcommittee  is 
conducting  as  part  of  its  interim  study  on  welfare. 

Specifically,  the  Subcommittee  asks  that  the  Office  of 
the  Legislative  Auditor  assist  the  interim  committee  by 
conducting  a  performance  audit  of  the  Project  Work 
Program.   The  audit  should  be  designed  to  address  the 
following  questions: 

(1)  What  is  the  job  placement  rate  of  Project  Work 
participants? 

(2)  What  is  the  percentage  of  welfare  recipients 
who  are  retained  in  employment  under  the 
Project  Work  Program? 

(3)  What  is  the  quality  of  job  placements  in  the 
Project  Work  Program?  (What  percent  of  job 
placements  result  in  full-time  employment?   Do 
program  participants  receive  jobs  for  which 
they  were  trained?  What  is  the  average  wage 
of  job  placements?) 

(4)  Does  the  Project  Work  Program  reduce  the 
General  Assistance  caseload  or  increase  the 
employment  rate  of  welfare  recipients? 

(5)  How  do  overall  program  benefits  compare  with 
actual  program  costs? 
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Scott  Seacat 
December  3,  1987 
Page  2. 


You  are  asked  to  provide  the  Subconmittee  with  the 
results  of  your  audit  at  the  next  meeting  of  the 
Subconunittee,  which  tentatively  is  scheduled  to  be  held 
in  March  1988. 

Your  assistance  will  be  appreciated.   With  best  regards, 

I  am 


Sincerely 

Senator  Gary  Aklestad 
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